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CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 96814-5512
www.energy.ca.gov

November 12, 2013

Stephen O’'Kane

AES Southland, LLC
690 Studebaker Road
Long Beach, CA 90803

Regarding: REDONDO BEACH ENERGY PROJECT (12-AFC-03)
DATA REQUEST SET 1B (Nos. 48-66)

Dear Mr. O’'Kane,

Pursuant to Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1716, the California Energy
Commission staff requests the information specified in the enclosed data requests. The
information requested is necessary to: 1) more fully understand the project, 2) assess
whether the facility will be constructed and operated in compliance with applicable
regulations, 3) assess whether the project will result in significant environmental
impacts, 4) assess whether the facilities will be constructed and operated in a safe,
efficient and reliable manner, and 5) assess potential mitigation measures.

This set of Data Requests (Nos. 48-66) is being made in the technical areas of:
Alternatives (Nos. 48-51) and Cultural Resources (Nos. 52-66). Written responses to
the enclosed data requests are due to the Energy Commission staff on or before
December 12, 2013.

If you are unable to provide the information requested, need additional time, or object to
providing the requested information, please send a written notice to the Committee and
me within 20 days of receipt of this notice. The notification must contain the reasons for
the inability to provide the information or the grounds for any objections (see Title 20,
California Code of Regulations, section 1716 (f)).

If you have any questions regarding the enclosed data requests, please call me at
(916) 654-4063.

Sincerely,

. (2]

Patricia Kelly, Siting Project Manager
Siting, Transmission and Environmental
Protection Division

Enclosure (Data Request Packet)
cc: Docket (12-AFC-03)



REDONDO BEACH ENERGY PROJECT
(12-AFC-03)

Energy Commission Staff's Data Requests Set 1B (Nos. 48-66)
November 12, 2013

RBEP DATA REQUESTS SET 18 2 November 2013



REDONDO BEACH ENERGY PROJECT (12-AFC-03)
DATA REQUESTS - SET 1B

Technical Area: Alternatives
Authors: Negar Vahidi, Scott Debauche

BACKGROUND
Section 6.5 of the Application for Certification (AFC) states (p. 6-4):

“No suitable alternative sites have been identified in the RBEP area, which
consists of densely developed residential neighborhoods and commercial and
public facilities, with little suitable open land. Therefore, because RBEP will have
a strong relationship to the existing industrial site and will provide needed electric
reliability service in a densely populated load pocket, and because no suitable
and available alternative sites have been identified for RBEP, no alternate sites
are analyzed in this AFC, and only the proposed site for RBEP is discussed
below.”

The Energy Commission has received a number of public and governmental agency
comments requesting the Preliminary Staff Assessment (PSA) analyze alternative sites.
While Energy Commission staff acknowledges the siting considerations provided in AFC
Section 6.5.1 in relation to Public Resources Code 25540.6 [b], staff will be considering
alternative site locations in its alternatives analysis for the proposed project.

Based on staff’s review, it is unclear as to the geographic extent of the site alternatives
analysis considered within the AFC, referred to as the “RBEP area” (per quoted text
above). Staff will consider the geographic extent for its alternative site analysis to be
that containing and serving the California Independent System Operator (CAISO)
Western Los Angeles Local Reliability Sub-Area (see map on the following page).

The information identified below is needed to assist staff in its efforts to consider and
potentially analyze an alternative site or sites to the proposed location.
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REDONDO BEACH ENERGY PROJECT (12-AFC-03)
DATA REQUESTS - SET 1B
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DATA REQUESTS

48.Please identify alternative site(s) within the CAISO Western Los Angeles Basin
Local Reliability Sub-Area that provide adequate size to site a 496 megawatt (MW)
facility similar or identical to that of the proposed RBEP. When addressing this
request, staff asks the applicant to please provide and consider the following in the
response: .

a.

Provide a list and supporting text of considerations utilized in the alternatives site
search (mandatory parcel size, transmission interconnection requirements, etc.).

To the extent feasible, seek brownfield site(s) already served by transmission
and other utility connections with capacity to serve such a facility. If no such site
exists, clearly explain the methodology and data for determining such and
discuss what necessary transmission interconnection right-of-way corridors
would be required to serve the site, as well as any necessary substation
improvements.

To the extent feasible, seek site(s) with existing zoning and general plan land use
designations allowing for development of a power plant. If no such site exists,
clearly explain the methodology and data for determining such. Should the site
not allow for such a development, discuss the feasibility of attaining zoning and
general plan land use amendments at the alternative site(s) to allow for power
plant development.

Discuss existing land ownership and constraints/feasibility to acquire or lease the
site(s).

Identify existing and surrounding land uses of the site(s).

Provide an analysis of opportunity and constraints regarding how this potential
site could serve centers of electrical demand within the CAISO Western Los
Angeles Basin Local Reliability Sub-Area for maximum efficiency and system
benefit.

Provide a comparison of the environmental impacts of construction and operation
of the project at the alternative site(s) versus at the proposed site (RBGS).

BACKGROUND

The Energy Commission has received a number of public and governmental agency
comments requesting the PSA analyze decommissioning and future non-industrial
reuse of the RBGS as part of the No Project Alternative scenarios.

Additional information is needed by staff to adequately consider and analyze a No
Project Alternative decommissioning scenario.
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REDONDO BEACH ENERGY PROJECT (12-AFC-03)
DATA REQUESTS - SET 1B

DATA REQUESTS

49.Please provide the following information regarding a No Project Alternative that
entails decommissioning of the RBGS facility, remediation of the site for public use,
and land acquisition by either the city of Redondo Beach or a private developer for
non-industrial use:

a. Provide an itemized list and map showing what facilities would be removed and
area(s) remediated under decommissioning of RBGS.

b. Provide an itemized list and map showing what existing and planned facilities
would not be removed and area(s) not included as part of decommissioning of
RBGS. :

c. Provide a conceptual scope of work and schedule for demolition and site
remediation (i.e., for purposes of potential future development of the site with
non-industrial land uses) of the RBGS and any related transmission and other
RGBS-related utility interconnections that could be removed under
decommissioning.

BACKGROUND

Section 6.4 of the AFC discusses No Project Alternative scenarios, which included a
cursory level analysis of several retrofit options at the existing RBGS to comply with the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) once-through cooling (OTC) policy.
Additional information is needed by staff to adequately consider and analyze these No
Project Alternative retrofit scenarios.

DATA REQUESTS

50.Please provide the following information regarding a No Project Alternative that
entails retrofitting the RBGS facility to comply with the SWRCB OTC policy:

a. For a closed-loop cooling system, please provide a location and height of the
necessary cooling towers (wet cooling system) and/or air-cooled condenser (dry
cooling system). Please describe all necessary improvements and infrastructure
needed for retrofitting the RBGS to a closed-loop system, as well as cooling
design parameters (such as heat rejection capacity, number of cells, and water
recirculation rate).

b. AFC Section 6.4 states that Title 22 Reclaimed water is limited in the South Bay
area. Provide in detail and substantiate why reclaimed water in the South Bay
area is not available in sufficient quantities to serve the RBGS under a wet- or
dry-cooled retrofit utilizing such a water source. Please provide details regarding
the nearest available reclaimed water source able to adequately support a wet-
or dry-cooled retrofit for the long-term and discuss what necessary infrastructure
(pipeline, pipeline route, treatment facility, etc.) would be needed to provide
reclaimed water to the site in quantities sufficient to serve either a wet- or dry-
cooled retrofit scenario utilizing a reclaimed water source. Also, provide an
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estimate as to the daily amount of non-potable water used under these retrofit
scenarios.

c. Please provide details regarding the infrastructure upgrades (new pipeline, etc.)
that would be needed to utilize potable water in quantities sufficient to serve
either wet- or dry-cooled retrofit scenarios. Also, provide an estimate as to the
daily amount of potable water used under these retrofit scenarios.

d. Please describe all necessary improvements and infrastructure needed for
retrofitting the RBGS to utilize an air-cooled condenser, describing changes to
on-site component height and massing. Provide details (including a site map,
layout, etc.) and substantiate any RBGS site size constraints for this retrofit
scenario.

BACKGROUND

Based on preliminary staff analysis of the RBEP, staff will be considering a
Reconfigured Site Alternative to potentially lessen or avoid environmental impacts (at
this time, focused on reducing potentially significant RBEP visual and/or noise impacts).
Staff acknowledges that within the West Basin Municipal Water District WBMWD)
Ocean Water Desalination Program Master Plan (PMP) Project Entitlements Acquisition
Plan (PEAP), dated January 2013, WBMWD proposes ocean water desalination
facilities at either the NRG El Segundo Generating Station (ESGS) property or AES
RBGS property. Staff also acknowledges that at this time, WBMWD has stated siting a
proposed 30 or 60 MGD ocean water desalination facility at the RBGS is their preferred
location.

Given the potential for use of the RBGS site for other projects, additional information is
needed by staff to adequately consider and analyze the feasibility of a Reconfigured
Site Alternative.

DATA REQUESTS
51. Please provide the following information regarding a Reconfigured Site Alternative:

a. Provide an itemized list and map explaining/showing site constraints including,
but not limited to: existing site restrictions, necessary RBEP infrastructure and
components, possible locations of the WBMWD desalination facility, and other
site constraints.

b. Provide an alternative site layout directed toward lessening potential visual
changes/impacts of the RBEP from key public observation points, including but
not limited to, residential and recreational locations surrounding the facility.
Describe and substantiate any feasibility issues of this alternative site
configuration.

c. Provide an alternative site layout directed toward lessening potential noise
changes/impacts of the RBEP to adjacent sensitive receptors including
residential and recreational locations surrounding the facility. Describe and
substantiate any feasibility issues of this alternative site configuration.
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REDONDO BEACH ENERGY PROJECT (12-AFC-03)
DATA REQUESTS - SET 1B

Technical Area: Cultural Resources
Authors: Melissa Mourkas, M.A., ASLA, and Gabriel Roark, M.A.

BACKGROUND

The Redondo Beach Energy Project (RBEP) application for certification (AFC) states
that temporary roads, laydown areas, work areas, and construction parking areas would
be covered with rock aggregate (AES 2012a:2-36). The AFC does not appear to identify
the source(s) of rock aggregate or whether fill dirt from off-site sources would be
required for construction. Procurement of construction materials, such as rock and soil,
from off-site sources has the potential to cause a variety of environmental impacts. For
example, if soil or rock were removed from a previously unidentified, off-site
archaeological resource, damage to the resource would result. Such ground
disturbance could also disturb human remains or sensitive plant communities.

DATA REQUEST

52.What is the applicant's proposed source(s) for obtaining rock aggregate for
construction? If the exact facility/vendor is not currently known, indicate whether the
rock aggregate would be purchased from a commercial facility or obtained through
other means.

BACKGROUND

The AFC states that construction-related excavations are expected to reach depths of
up to 10 feet below ground surface, except for foundation pilings, which would be driven
about 40 feet or more below the current ground surface (AES 2012a:5.3-2). Staff
believes, however, that some proposed project components could require excavation to
greater depths than those given in the AFC. Namely, excavation of the transmission
tower foundations might entail excavation in excess of 10 feet below ground surface, as
could the demolition of some existing utilities and installation of new utilities. It is unclear
whether the proposed transmission tower foundations and utilities fit the profile that the
AFC gives for excavation depths of 10 and 40 feet, respectively. This information is
critical for staff to assess potential impacts on cultural and paleontological resources.

DATA REQUEST

53. Confirm that the proposed transmission tower foundations and demolished and new
utilities would be confined to depths of either up to 10 feet or up to 40 feet below
ground surface. Provide more specific excavation depths for these proposed
facilities if such information is available at this time.

BACKGROUND

The AFC states that the “majority of the existing storm drains onsite will remain in place”
(AES 2012a:2-15). Staff has examined the preliminary grading and drainage plans in
Appendix 5.15a to the AFC and cannot discern which storm drains would be removed
and which would be left in place. Staff needs this information to determine the extent of
excavation needed to implement the proposed project.

CULTURAL RESOURCES 8 November 2013



REDONDO BEACH ENERGY PROJECT (12-AFC-03)
DATA REQUESTS - SET 1B

DATA REQUEST

54.Please provide a figure depicting the locations of storm drains that would be slated
for removal, at a scale similar to the plans in Appendix 5.15a to the AFC. Also
identify the depth of excavation required to remove the storm drains.

BACKGROUND

The cultural resources section of the AFC and the cultural resources inventory report
contain information backed by in-text citations that lack corresponding bibliographic
entries in the References Cited or Consulted section of both documents (AES
2012a:5.3-41-46; Cardenas et al. 2012:6-1-6). Without this bibliographic information,
staff, parties, and the public have no way to verify the accuracy of certain statements
made in the AFC and cultural resources inventory report. In turn, this hinders efforts to
assess the potential impacts of the RBEP on cultural resources. The table immediately
below identifies the missing citations, which document is missing the citations, and on
which page(s) the citations occur in the respective documents.

Missing Citation Document and Page Number Notes/Comments

King 1967 Cardenas et al. 2012:2-2 Section 6 of the report contains a reference
to King 1971, which is cited in the
corresponding AFC discussion (AES
2012a:5.3-11).

Missing citation Cardenas et al. 2012:2-2 The fourth full paragraph on this page
contains an opening parenthesis, with no
citation within or closing parenthesis,
sentence ending, “...have been in operation
(.” Corresponding discussion in the AFC
does not give indication of a missing citation,
ending the sentence at “operation” (AES
2012a:5.3-11).

ERHA n.d. AES 2012a:5.3-17; Cardenas et al. | None.
2012:2-8
Fuller 1940 Cardenas et al. 2012:4-4 Cardenas et al. 2012:6-2 appears to have

mixed bibliographic information for Friedricks
1987 and Fuller 1940. AES (2012a:5.3-43)
clearly separates the two.

NPS 2008 AES 2012a:5.3-8 None.

NPS 1983 AES 2012a:5.3-29 None.
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REDONDO BEACH ENERGY PROJECT (12-AFC-03)
DATA REQUESTS - SET 1B

In addition, Tables 1 and 5.3-1 in the cultural resources report and AFC (respectively)
present the author, year, and South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) report
number for previous cultural resource studies in the applicant’s records search area. A
note in the tables refers the reader to Appendix 5.3C for the bibliographic data
associated with each of the tabulated reports rather than reproducing this information in
the References Cited and Consulted sections of the AFC and cultural resources report.
Staff finds this situation problematic. Appendix 5.3C is a confidential submittal and
cannot be released to the public without individuals or organizations petitioning the
Energy Commission’s Dockets Unit to review the appendix. Therefore, the public and
other parties are unable to determine what types of studies were conducted in records
search area.

DATA REQUESTS

55. Clarify whether King (1967), cited in Cardenas et al. (2012:2-2), should have been
cited as King (1971).

56. Provide the citation missing from Cardenas et al. (2012:2-2), or confirm that a
citation is unnecessary, as in the corresponding discussion in the AFC (AES
2012a:5.3-11).

57.Provide bibliographic information for ERHA (n.d.) and NPS (1983, 2008).

58. Confirm whether the AFC is correct in separating the Fuller (1940) and Friedricks
(1987) bibliographic information. '

59. Provide full bibliographic information for the reports cited in AES (2012a: Table 5.3-
1) and Cardenas et al. (2012: Table 1). Follow the references cited format of the
Society for American Archaeology’s most recent Style Guide, including disclosure of
the entity responsible for report preparation and the entity for which the reports were
prepared. Do not simply provide the bibliographic list generated by the SCCIC, as
the list does not contain all of the information of interest to staff and other parties.

BACKGROUND

As required by Title 20, California Code of Regulations §1704(b)(2) and Appendix B
thereto (CEC 2007:24, 86), the applicant provided copies of all cultural resources
reports that document survey coverage within the project area or within 0.25 mile of it.
Pursuant to the same regulation, the applicant also provided the Energy Commission
with copies of reports pertaining to archaeological excavations in the records search
area. (AES 2012b) During the course of staff's review of the AFC, staff observed that
the copy of Demcak (1990) is missing every other page, beginning with page 12.
Demcak (1990) reports on archaeological findings at the site of Engva, a documented

' The SCCIC is part of the California Historical Resources Information System, the State of California’s
official repository for known cultural resources and previous cultural resource studies. The SCCIC
contains these records as pertains to the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, and Ventura.

2 Staff did not catch this missing information during data adequacy review because all but one page of
Demcak (1990)—as reproduced in AES (2012b)—is not paginated.
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